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ABSTRACT
Research on media effects suggests that the collaborative technologies (CTs) used by teams influence intervening group
processes and ultimately team effectiveness. While much of the work on media effects has not occurred in a field setting, we
believe it can be useful in explaining how choices about technological capabilities help or hinder the relational development
and task outcomes of teams. We conducted a field-based, longitudinal study of three virtual teams.  Over a six month period
we captured data about their relational development, technology awareness and choices, and their performance. From this
data we draw inferences about how members’ individual awareness of various technologies affected group choices about
technology used to execute group tasks.  Further, we develop a new concept, the realm of consideration, a cognitive list of
functionalities embedded in various collaborative technologies from which the user selects alternatives, to aid our
understanding of the group technology choice processes and their outcomes.
Keywords
Technology choice, virtual teams, longitudinal field study.
INTRODUCTION
Organizations are increasingly relying on groups to accomplish organizational tasks requiring coordinated action and sharing
of knowledge (Sarker and Lee, 2002; Jehn and Mannix, 2001). Further, such work is often supported by the use of
information technology. A number of researchers have investigated how groups use collaborative technologies to coordinate
effort and other task-supportive technologies to perform work. A number of factors, such as characteristics of the task and
technology (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995; Zigurs and Buckland, 1998), media richness (Trevino, Webster, and Stein,
2000), social influence (El-Shinnawy and Markus, 1998; Webster and Trevino, 1995), and experience (King and Xia, 1997)
can impact the technology choices groups make.
Task-technology fit (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995; Zigurs and Buckland, 1998 posits that appropriate matching of
technology characteristics to task characteristics will lead to improved performance. This work, however, focuses on
individual technology choices, which coalesce to form a group’s shared realm of consideration. More recent work focused on
group-level choices suggests that while such rational theories as task-technology fit provide insight, an understanding of the
sometimes idiosyncratic impacts of a group’s social interaction provides additional insight into group technology choices and
use (Webster and Trevino, 1995). For instance, individual perceptions about technology appropriateness are generally
contingent upon prior technology experience (King and Xia, 1997), but group attitudes toward a technology are not simply an
aggregate of individual attitudes instead they require negotiation (Sarker, Valacich, and Sarker, 2005). As such, current
individual models of technology adoption are inadequate when attempting to understand group-level adoption decisions and
patterns of use.
This study attempts to integrate the rational and social processes of technology choice. Further, we seek to elaborate on the
experience-based decision process by developing an understanding of how individual experiences contribute to group-level
technology attitudes. We conducted a longitudinal field-based study of technology choice decisions in three groups from two
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large organizations – one, a large public company in the energy industry and the other a large federal government agency. In
the following sections we elaborate on our theory of group-level technology choice, describe the field-based evidence used to
elaborate our propositions, and conclude with implications for practice and future research directions.
THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS
Technology and Task Characteristics
Goodhue and Thompson (1995) argued that user perceptions of task-technology fit are impacted by both task characteristics
and technology characteristics.  Furthermore, they argued that those perceptions of task-technology fit impact perceived
performance (partially mediated by utilization).  Their model is shown in Figure 1 below.
Figure 1: Goodhue and Thompson’s (1995: pg. 220) Model
Similarly, Zigurs and Buckland (1998) argued that group performance is impacted by the fit profile between a task and a GSS
technology.  Their model is shown in Figure 2 below.
Figure 2: Zigurs and Buckland’s (1998: pg. 325) Model
A major contribution of Goodhue and Thompson’s (1995) conception of this model is that it recognizes that task-technology
fit is a perception of the user, and not a measure which can be determined objectively by a third party.  However, neither
Goodhue and Thompson (1995) nor Zigurs and Buckland (1998) accounted for the fact that users might not be aware of
every characteristic of the task they are being asked to accomplish.  Furthermore, individual IT knowledge includes know-
what (knowledge of what capabilities are provided by the technology), know-how (knowledge of how to apply these
capabilities), and know-why (knowledge of the underlying linkage between the capability use and enhanced work
performance) (Jasperson, Sambamurthy, and Zmud, 1999; Nonaka, 1994). It is unlikely that most users have such deep,
capability-level knowledge of most technologies being considered for use.  As such, one could argue a user’s perceptions of
task-technology fit are not so much influenced by the characteristics of the technology and the task, but rather by his or her
know-what or awareness of those characteristics.
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A user’s awareness of technology characteristics, along with their awareness of task characteristics, serves as the genesis of
the process of populating, what we refer to as, their realm of consideration.  A user’s realm of consideration is a cognitive list
of all functionalities of a given technology which the user perceives as being applicable to the task-at-hand (or his/her know-
why).  It is from this realm of consideration that the user will select a functionality to apply to the task.   Notice that this list is
dependent on the user’s perceptions of applicability, which underscores the importance of perception in populating individual
realms of consideration.  In Goodhue and Thompson’s (1995) model, this characteristic is met by the user’s perceptions of
task-technology fit.  The awareness dimension is required in our model because it necessarily influences a user’s perception
of task-technology fit (see Figure 3).
Figure 3: Proposed Theoretical Model
The greater awareness a user has of the characteristics of the technology being considered, the larger the pool of initial
functionalities that the user has to work with in developing his or her realm of consideration.  The user, we propose, will
mesh these functionalities with his or her awareness of the task characteristics in order to generate a perception of task-
technology fit for each functionality of the technology, filtering out those which are inapplicable – a process that might just
as easily be intuitive as it is rational.  The remaining functionalities comprise the user’s realm of consideration.
The point here is that a user’s awareness of task and technology characteristics not only impacts which functionality they will
use (via perceptions of task-technology fit (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995)), but also how they will use it.  The awareness
dimension clearly has an effect on the size of the user’s realm of consideration.  However, a question remains as to whether
or not a larger realm of consideration will lead to better performance.  A large realm of consideration might indicate that a
user has an excellent awareness of the characteristics of the technology under consideration.  On the other hand, it might
indicate  a  poor  awareness  of  task  characteristics  (i.e.,  a  user  might  not  understand  the  task  well  enough  to  filter  out
inapplicable functionalities, resulting in a larger realm of consideration).
The focus thus far has been on the cognitive processes that populate individual realms of consideration.  The purpose of this
paper, however, is to examine how these individual processes play out at the group level in computer-mediated teams.
Therefore, our general research question is as follows:
Research Question: How do individual realms of consideration impact group outcomes in virtual teams?
FIELD STUDY
A longitudinal field study was conducted over the course of six months; the study tracked the progress of three virtual teams
from two different companies – a government agency (Team A) and a publicly traded energy company (Teams B and C).
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Five online surveys were administered to the teams at regular intervals throughout the six-month interval.  These surveys
focused on technology awareness and choice. Further, we captured dimensions of relational development as one assessment
of the groups’ outcome.  In addition to the survey data collected, individual telephone interviews were conducted with each
team leader at the end of the study in order to assess performance (another group outcome). The timing of the data collected
is summarized in Table 1. In order to keep the surveys brief, not all constructs were captured in each time period.
Construct Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 (final)
Perceived cohesion (Seashore, 1954) X X
Perceived conflict (Jehn, 1997) X X
Technology awareness (developed) X
Perceived satisfaction (Chidambaram, 1996) X
Perceived performance (Edmonson, 1999) X
Performance (interview with supervisor) X
Table 1: Data Collection
Team A
Team A was tasked with developing a reorganization plan for a division within their organization.  The duration of this
particular project fortuitously coincided with the duration of our study.  The team was assembled specifically for this project,
and was comprised of four core members aided on an intermittent basis by four subject matter experts.  While physically
located at the same work site, the members were dispersed across different buildings, and thus, while they still met on a face-
to-face basis once a week, they often found it useful to utilize collaborative technologies to facilitate communication.  Team
A was marked by some diversity with regard to functional backgrounds and work experience.  The core team was comprised
of two men and two women, all roughly the same age. Once the project was completed the team disbanded.
Team B
Team B was tasked with developing a divisional budget.  This team was not assembled specifically for the purposes of this
project, and thus most team members had prior experience working with one another.  The May to September time period is
this team’s “busy season” while during the off-season they are not too engaged with each other. Thus our data collection
period was during an off-peak time for this team.
The team is comprised of 12 globally-distributed members with functional reporting relationships to either MIS or finance.
They meet face-to-face on average about four to six times per year and conduct the remainder of their interactions virtually.
Moreover, the budget development process occurs annually, and this team is likely to be comprised of many of the same
members moving forward.
Team C
Team C was an on-going workgroup tasked with negotiating contracts between a software vendor and users within the
company.  Some of these team members had prior experience working with one another.  The team was geographically
distributed with roughly half of the members collocated at a site in the southern United States and the other half collocated at
a site in Canada.  The team was comprised of six members, with functional backgrounds split by location: the US based team
members are legal experts, while the Canadian team members represent the IT group requesting the software.  The company
for which Team C works is a strong believer in the value of face-to-face communications, and as a result the team meets face-
to-face about twice a year.
Measures
While existing measures were sought for many of our constructs, our realm of consideration construct was new. While the
realm of consideration has been conceptualized here at the functionality level, given the exploratory nature of our study we
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opted to first attempt to understand technology choice at the coarser-grained application level. In the initial survey
administered at the beginning of this study, each respondent was asked to list all collaborative technologies available to his or
her team.  This list of collaborative technologies, taken as an approximation of each respondent’s individual realm of
consideration,  was  used  to  develop  a  measure  of  each  group’s  realm  of  technologies  considered  (G-ROTC).   First,  we
developed a list of all technologies which showed up in more than one team member’s individual realm of consideration
(representing a summed G-ROTC).  Additionally, for each of these technologies we determined the percentage of teammates
who reported that technology in their individual realms of consideration.  We then calculated the mean of that score across all
of the technologies listed by multiple teammates (representing a proportional G-ROTC). Therefore, as this calculation
increases from 0 to 1, the degree of cognitive diversity within the team decreases. These measures could be seen as surrogates
for breadth and depth of technology awareness within the teams respectively. These values are provided in Table 2.
Team Summed G-ROTC Proportional G-ROTC
Team A 2 87.5%
Team B 11 37.9%
Team C 4 70.0%
Table 2: Number of Shared Technologies
Performance was captured in a number of ways. Team leader interviews asked for an assessment of the team’s task
performance. Additionally, in the final survey (Time 5) each respondent’s perception of their team’s performance was
captured using both Edmondson’s (1999) performance scale and a modified version of Chidambaram’s (1996) satisfaction
with performance scale. Further, team members were asked their perceptions of conflict and cohesion over time as measures
of the teams’ relational development.  These measures were drawn from Jehn (1997) and Seashore (1954) respectively. The
means of these measures are provided in Table 3.
Time 2
Conflict
Time 3
Cohesion
Time 4
Conflict
Time 5
Cohesion
Time 5
Performance
Time 5
Satisfaction
Team A 3.43 3.49 3.30 3.29 5.44 5.40
Team B 2.84 3.67 2.41 3.83 4.25 4.54
Team C 2.74 3.70 2.93 3.40 5.00 5.33
Table 3: Team Member’s Perceptions of Task and Relational Outcomes (1=low … 7=high)
Because our sample is limited, the correlations in the data are presented here not as definitive empirical evidence but as
suggestive of further exploration (see Table 4). Correlations where p<.10 are indicated in bold (with the exception of the
correlation between the summed and proportional G-ROTC given they were operationalized using the same data elements).
Qualitative Data
Team leaders were asked what metrics were used to evaluate their team and how they would characterize the team’s
achievement on those metrics. Those responses are provided here as well as the leaders characterization of the technologies
used to support the team’s relational development and task accomplishment.
Team A
Lotus Notes e-mail and audio-conferencing were the primary collaborative technologies used by this team.  A shared Lotus
Notes document repository was also available for them to use.  This technology was suggested to them by an employee from
outside the group as a way to reduce the size of e-mail messages.  However, no one on the team had any experience using this
technology.  When they tried to use it, they found the interface to be unintuitive and access to the repository cumbersome.
The team leader acknowledged that the technology was valuable, and that if the team had more time to learn it, it would have
made sense to utilize it for sharing documents.  However, with the time pressures under which the team was operating, the
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technology just seemed to get in the way.  Thus, the team reverted to a technology with which they were more familiar (Lotus
Notes e-mail), even for document exchange, in order to meet deadlines.
This team’s performance was assessed in terms of how well they met certain milestone dates. The leader assessed the
performance as “excellent.” This team’s task was part of a larger project, and this team was the only one to meet the assigned
deadlines. Further, the team was characterized as focused on team goals rather than individual interests suggesting good team
development.
Conflict
Time 2
Conflict
Time 4
Cohesion
Time 3
Cohesion
Time 5
Summed
G-ROTC
Proportional
G-ROTC
Performance
Conflict
Time 4
0.7282
(0.4807)
Cohesion
Time 3
-1.0000
(0.0013)
-0.7296
(0.4794)
Cohesion
Time 5
-0.5905
(0.5979)
-0.9831
(0.1172)
0.5921
(0.5966)
Summed
G-ROTC
0.9969
(.0501)
.6721
(.5308)
-0.9967
(.0514)
-0.5252
(0.6480)
Proportional
G-ROTC
-0.9739
(.1457)
-0.5538
(.6264)
0.9735
(.1470)
0.3920
(0.7435)
-0.9888
(0.0956)
Performance -0.9714
(.1527)
-0.5446
(.6334)
-0.9709
(.1540)
0.3819
(0.7505)
-0.9871
(0.1026)
0.9999
(0.0070)
Satisfaction -0.9981
(.0389)
-0.7687
(.4418)
0.9983
(.0376)
0.6387
(0.5589)
-0.9902
(0.0890)
0.9583
(0.1846)
0.9551
(0.1916)
Table 4: Correlations (p-values)
Team B
This team primarily used SharePoint, e-mail, and web-casting technologies. SharePoint is a technology with high penetration
in this organization. E-mail was primarily used for recapping action items from meetings, internal filing, and calendaring.
Once it was clear that the team needed support for collaboration and document sharing, a member suggested a SharePoint
site. While this technology was standard operating procedure, the team still experienced difficulties with the members of
another division attaching documents to e-mail. The team leader captured the documents and posted them to the SharePoint
site.
The team’s performance was measured in terms of gaining budget approval, which they successfully did. However, the team
experienced unexpected complications including changes to the assigned task. Further, the team members experienced
differences in the level of detail: the MIS members wanted to drill-down to a finer grain of detail, while the finance members
wanted to maintain a high-level overview. Learning from the experience, the team has definite plans for how to better handle
this process in the coming year.
The team’s development was characterized very positively. The team members were seen as sharing the same goals and
definitions of success, having a common purpose, and being good collaborators. They will largely stay together to tackle the
coming year’s budget process.
Team C
According to the team leader, phones, audio-conferencing, a web-based document management tool, and e-mail were the
primary collaborative technologies used by the team.  Video conferencing technology was also available to this team, but
rarely used in spite of the team leader’s affinity for face-to-face communication:  “People will only get so warm with each
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other over phone and e-mail.”  Phone calls were commonplace with the team leader suggesting that members would receive
“a couple of phone calls with every e-mail.”
The team’s performance was measured in terms of obtaining the software licenses that the business unit wanted for the best
price.  One contract was successfully negotiated during the period of this study, while another was close to fruition, and
others were in on-going negotiation at the time our study concluded.  The leader rated the performance of this team as
“strong” with software being put in the hands of the scientists with significant costs savings negotiated by the team. The
team’s relational development was a focus of the team leader and included regularly scheduled face-to-face meetings to build
relationships.
PROPOSITIONS
Since members of a computer-mediated team are more likely to discuss shared information than individual information
(Dennis, 1996; Hollingshead, 1996), the points of overlap between the individual realms of consideration of each group
member (i.e., functionalities considered by more than one group member) are more likely to be considered by the group. As
such,  those  points  of  overlap  become a  primary  driver  in  the  development  of  fit  perceptions  leading to  a shared realm of
consideration akin to Sarker, et al’s (2005) concept of group valence.  Given Hollingshead’s (1996) finding that computer-
mediated teams which consider a greater number of alternatives make higher-quality decisions, one could argue that those
teams with larger shared realms of consideration are likely to choose “better” functionalities to apply to the problem in
question.  However, such an argument ignores the
In the data above, Team B had the largest shared realm of consideration (estimated as the summed G-ROTC), but not higher
performance (as evidenced by the team leaders’ interview as well as the team members’ perceptions of performance and
satisfaction). Further, the size of the shared realm of consideration was negatively correlated with cohesion and positively
correlation with satisfaction.
While the size of a shared realm of consideration is important, another key characteristic is the degree of homogeneity within
it.  A shared realm of consideration marked by a low degree of homogeneity would consist of several functionalities shared
by  only  a  few  members  and  few,  if  any,  functionalities  shared  by  all  members.   Figure  4  illustrates  a  mapping  of  the
individual realms of consideration for a team with a highly heterogeneous shared realm of consideration.  The points of
overlap comprise the shared realm of consideration.
Figure 4: Highly Heterogeneous Shared Realm of Consideration
In this example, no single functionality is present in more than two individual realms of consideration, indicating a high level
of cognitive diversity within the team.  Diversity in general has been found to have positive effects on team performance,
particularly in tasks involving creativity (McLeod, Lobel, and Cox, 1996).  Furthermore, diverse groups are able to access
more diverse information compared to homogeneous groups, given their ties to diverse external constituents (Carte and
Chidambaram, 2004).  These external links can serve as weak ties for the group and provide members with a wider range of
information than they would be able to access on their own (Granovetter, 1973).  Cognitive diversity can also lead to
productive task-based conflict, which can reduce groupthink and ultimately improve the performance of a group (Robey and
Farrow, 1982).  In short, heterogeneity presumably adds value, and potentially increases the size of a group’s shared realm of
consideration1.  In the data above, however, homogeneity of the shared realm of consideration (estimated as proportional G-
1 A counter argument could be made that diversity is problematic and results in unproductive, relational conflict in some situations.
However, we believe the “value-in-diversity” arguments are stronger.
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ROTC) was positively related to task performance as well as relational development. Specifically, teams with heterogeneous
shared realms of consideration experienced more conflict, less cohesion, and lower performance. Therefore, we propose:
Proposition 1: Heterogeneous shared realms of consideration represent higher opportunity costs resulting
in heightened individual cognitive loads and more extensive negotiation processes that negatively impact
relational outcomes and performance.
Proposition 2: Conversely, homogeneous shared realms of consideration represent relatively lower
opportunity costs requiring less negotiation and result in more positive outcomes (both in terms of
relational development and performance).
These propositions imply that existing conceptualizations of task-technology fit are incomplete. Moreover, representations of
fit that include only task and technology characteristics ignore the needed shared understanding among group members. We
believe the concept of shared realm of consideration begins to address this shortcoming.
DISCUSSION
Several interesting points emerge from this analysis.  First, every collaborative technology listed by the team leaders as being
their primary collaborative tools showed up in each team’s shared realm of consideration.  This result supports the notion that
whatever functionality or technology is chosen by a team to apply to a particular problem or project will come from the
team’s shared realm of consideration.  It also is consistent with the perceived fit à utilization link in the task-technology fit
model (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995). Second, perceptual performance measures reported by team members are congruent
with the performance ratings of the team leaders.  During their interviews, the leaders of teams A and C reported their team’s
performance as “excellent” and “strong”, respectively.  While still praising the team’s performance, the leader of Team B
mentioned that some problems had been encountered along the way, mostly due to external factors beyond the team’s
control.
Third, and perhaps most interesting is the relationship between the homogeneity of shared realms of consideration and team
performance.  The team with the least homogeneous shared realm of consideration also had the lowest performance ratings.
Several theories offer insight into these results.  In adaptive structuration theory, DeSanctis and Poole (1994) described the
interplay between technology and social structures, noting not only that a given technology could actually impact the
emerging social structures governing its very use, but that those same structures can impact the attitudes and beliefs of users
regarding that technology.  Other research has also demonstrated the importance of social structures in forming the user’s
attitudes or beliefs about a particular technology (Fulk, 1993; Massey, Montoya-Weiss, Hung, and Ramesh, 2001).  This
approach implies that over time, the social interactions between group members will affect the manner in which they use the
technologies available to them.  Furthermore, continual communication between members regarding certain functionalities
can, over time, alter the deep structures inherent in individual beliefs (Heracleous and Barrett, 2001).  One ramification of
this phenomenon is that teams which start out with a highly heterogeneous shared realm of consideration might, over time,
develop a more homogeneous shared realm of consideration.  Thus, while the homogeneity of a shared realm of consideration
might lead to problems such as organizational inertia and groupthink, it might also be indicative of a team that has worked
together for a significant amount of time.  The development of a shared understanding with regards to intra-team
communication and task-related processes can certainly improve the performance of a computer mediated team (Walther and
Bunz, 2005).
While our results bolster these arguments regarding the drawbacks of cognitive diversity in certain settings, the arguments
supporting cognitive diversity are not necessarily refuted here.  Team A, with the smallest shared realm of consideration, and
the highest degree of homogeneity, ranked the highest in terms of the performance ratings.  However, our interview revealed
that the team rejected a technology suggested by an outside member – a technology that could have proven quite useful to the
team.  This information tends to bolster not only the arguments regarding the detriments of groupthink, but also those
regarding the shared realms of consideration (i.e., technology use is likely to be a function of a team’s shared realm of
consideration).
Moving forward, it might be beneficial to conduct research that investigates the relationship between the degree of
homogeneity of shared realms of consideration and group performance.  In our sample, the groups with greater homogeneity
in their shared realms of consideration outperformed the group with a lower one.  However, a longer time period might be
necessary to truly assess the negative impacts of phenomena such as groupthink on group performance.  Further, a more
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complete understanding of the interplay between individual realms of consideration and shared ones might best be acquired
by using groups with no history working together and/or with members who are new to the organization.
CONCLUSION
Previous conceptualizations of individual technology choice have modeled rational choice processes whereby task and
technology characteristics are matched and the optimal technology is chosen and utilized resulting in high performance
(Goodhue and Thompson, 1995). Other researchers have suggested that social influence and experience impact this choice
process, especially in groups, potentially resulting in idiosyncratic technology choices (King and Xia, 1997; Webster and
Trevino, 1995). Further, as the focus of research widens from individual technology choice to group choices, individual
attitudes toward technology cannot simply be aggregated to predict group choice; instead differences in attitudes require
complex negotiation (Sarker, et al, 2005).
We introduced the concept of a shared realm of consideration. Using a limited number of teams but rich longitudinal data, we
provide preliminary evidence to suggest that shared realms of consideration and the homogeneity of these realms may impact
team performance both in terms of task accomplishment and relational development. Understanding the technology choice
process employed by groups is an area of research of potential value to researchers and practitioners alike. For example, the
strong linkage between homogeneous realms of consideration and technology choice in our data suggests that group
technology training may be an effective management tool to facilitate desired group technology choices. Further, our results
suggest that practices such as using peripheral specialists (Cross and Prusak, 2002) whereby a single member of the team is
charged with the technology specialist role must be adopted with caution.
While we believe this study is a valuable first step in understanding the role of realms of consideration, a number of factors
are ripe for future study.  Individual-level understanding could inform future studies of group-level decisions and future
efforts to appropriately aggregate individual data to the group level. At the group level, previous work suggests that team
choices are driven to some extent by team size (Bradner, Mark, and Hertel, 2005); as such, team size might well impact both
the shared realm of consideration as well as the relationship between it, utilization, and performance. Further, there is reason
to believe that high-status and/or more vocal members of teams may disproportionately influence team technology choices
(Sarker,  et  al,  2005).   To  sum  up,  depth  rather  than  breadth  in  shared  realms  of  consideration  was  the  key  to  positive
relational development and better task performance among predominantly virtual teams.  While our results are interesting,
much work remains to be done to examine more precisely and for longer periods the issues related to shared realms of
consideration.
REFERENCES
1. Bradner, E., Mark G., and Hertel, T. (2005) Team size and technology fit: participation, awareness, and rapport in
distributed teams, IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication, 48, 1, 68-77.
2. Carte, T. and Chidambaram, L. (2004) A capabilities-based theory of technology deployment in diverse teams:
leapfrogging the pitfalls of diversity and leveraging its potential with collaborative technology, Journal of the
Association for Information Systems 5, 11-12, 448-471.
3. Chidambaram, L. (1996) Relational development in computer-supported groups, MIS Quarterly, 20, 2, 143-165.
4. Cross, R. and Prusak, L. (2002) The people who make organizations go – or stop, Harvard Business Review, 80, 6, 104-
112.
5. Dennis, A. (1996) Information exchange and use in small group decision making, Small Group Research, 27, 4, 532-
550.
6. DeSanctis, G. and Poole, M.S. (1994) Capturing the complexity in advanced technology use: adaptive structuration
theory, Organization Science, 5, 2, 121-147.
7. Edmondson, A. (1999) Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams, Administrative Science Quarterly, 44,
4, 350-383.
8. El-Shinnawy, M. and Markus, M.L. (1998) Acceptance of communication media in organizations: richness or features?,
IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication, 41, 4, 242-253.
9. Fulk, J. (1993) Social construction of communication technology, Academy of Management Journal, 36, 5, 921-950.
10. Goodhue, D.L. and Thompson, R.L. (1995) Task-technology fit and individual performance, MIS Quarterly, 19, 2, 213-
236.
 1535
Becker et al. Shared Realms of Consideration in Virtual Teams
Proceedings of the Twelfth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Acapulco, Mexico August 04th-06th 2006
11. Granovetter, M. (1973) The strength of weak ties, American Journal of Sociology, 78, 1360-1380.
12. Heracleous, L. and Barrett, M. (2001) Organizational change as discourse: communicative actions and deep structures in
the context of information technology implementation, Academy of Management Journal, 44, 4, 755-778.
13. Hollingshead, A. (1996) The rank-order effect in group decision making, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 68, 3, 181-193.
14. Jasperson, J., V. Sambamurthy, and Zmud, R. (1999) Social influence and individual IT use: unraveling the pathways of
appropriation moves, in  Prabuddha De and Janice DeGross (Eds.) Proceedings of the Twentieth International
Conference on Information Systems, December 13-15, Charlotte, NC, USA, University of Minnesota, 113-118.
15. Jehn, K. (1997) A qualitative analysis of conflict types and dimensions in organizational groups, Administrative Science
Quarterly, 42, 530-557.
16. Jehn, K. and Mannix, E. (2001) The dynamic nature of conflict: A longitudinal study of intragroup conflict and group
performance, Academy of Management Journal, 44, 238-251.
17. King, R. and Xia, W. (1997) Media appropriateness: effects of experience on communication media choice, Decision
Sciences, 28, 4, 877-910.
18. Massey, A.P., Montoya-Weiss, M., Hung, C. and Ramesh V. (2001) Cultural perceptions of task-technology fit,
Communications of the ACM, 44, 12, 83-84.
19. McLeod, P., Lobel, S. and Cox, T. (1996) Ethnic diversity and creativity in small groups, Small Group Research, 27, 2,
248-264.
20. Nonaka, I. (1994) A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation, Organization Science, 5, 1, 14-37.
21. Robey, D. and Farrow, D. (1982) User involvement in information systems development: A conflict model and empirical
test, Management Science, 28, 1, 73-87.
22. Sarker, S. and Lee, A. (2002) Using a positivist case research methodology to test three competing theories-in-use of
business process redesign, Journal of the Association for Information Systems 2, 7, 1-72.
23. Sarker, S., Valacich, J., and Sarker, S. (2005) Technology adoption by groups: A valence perspective, Journal of the
Association for Information Systems, 6, 2, 37-71.
24. Seashore, S. (1954) Group cohesiveness in the industrial work group, Institute for Social Research, Ann Arbor, MI.
25. Trevino, L., Webster, J., and Stein, E. (2000) Making connections: complementary influences on communication media
choices, attitudes, and use, Organization Science, 11, 2, 163-182.
26. Walther, J. and Bunz, U. (2005) The rules of virtual groups: trust, liking, and performance in computer-mediated
communication, Journal of Communication, 55, 4, 828-846.
27. Webster, J. and Trevino, L. (1995) Rational and social theories as complementary explanations of communication media
choices: two policy-capturing studies, Academy of Management Journal, 38, 6, 1544-1572.
28. Zigurs, I. and Buckland, B. (1998) A theory of task/technology fit and group support systems effectiveness, MIS
Quarterly, 22, 3, 313-334.
 1536
